The world of entrepreneurial opportunities by Senderovitz, Martin et al.
  
 
 
F U R T H E R     I  N F O R M A T I O N 
 
Department of Entrepreneurship og Relationship Management 
Faculty of Social Sciences 
University of Southern Denmark 
Engstien 1 
DK-6000 Kolding 
 
Phone.: +45 6550 1364 
Fax: +45 6550 1357 
E-mail: dk@sam.sdu.dk 
ISSN 1399-7203 
Martin Senderovitz is a PhD student and lecturer at the Department 
of Entrepreneurship and Relationship Management at University of 
Southern Denmark in Kolding. His PhD project focuses on 
entrepreneurial management of high growth firms with a special focus 
on strategy, effectuation, and bricolage. He is lecturing 
entrepreneurship, strategy, and international marketing. 
 
 
 
 
Kristian Philipsen is an associate professor of marketing at the 
Department of Entrepreneurship and Relationship Management at 
University of Southern Denmark in Kolding. His primary research 
interest is in business-to-business marketing, entrepreneurship, and 
innovation. He has published articles and papers about suppliers, 
entrepreneurship, innovation, network, global entrepreneurial 
network, spin-off, and parent firms. 
 
 
 
Jesper Kolind is a PhD student at the Department of 
Entrepreneurship and Relationship Management at University of 
Southern Denmark in Kolding. His project focuses on private label 
(PL) in general, with particular focus on the organizational challenges 
that companies face - PL vs. brands. Jesper has worked 15 years in the 
Danish industry (mainly with PL) before the PhD, and co-founded 
Back11Basics A/S. 
 
 
 
Department of Entrepreneurship and Relationship Management 
Working Paper 2010/3 
Series editor: Grethe Heldbjerg 
 
 
The world of  
entrepreneurial opportunities 
 
by 
 
Martin Senderovitz 
 
Kristian Philipsen 
 
Jesper Kolind 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The world of entrepreneurial opportunities 
 
 
 
 
Martin Senderovitz 
Kristian Philipsen 
Jesper Kolind  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The aim of this article is to investigate and elaborate on the concept of 
opportunities.  
 
In a seminal article, the opportunity concept has been proposed as a core concept 
of the entrepreneurship research field (Shane & Venkataraman 2000). The 
opportunity concept is also central in Stevenson’s definition of entrepreneurial 
management (Stevenson 1983, Stevenson and Jarillo 1990) arguing that 
entrepreneurial management (their understanding of entrepreneurship) can be 
defined as: “the pursuit of opportunities, without regard to resources currently 
controlled” (Stevenson and Jarillo 1990, p.23). 
 
Two main positions on opportunity are identified in the entrepreneurship literature, 
however: one arguing that opportunities exist and are waiting to be discovered, the 
other that opportunities do not already exist, but are created through interaction 
with others. This disagreement has led us to ask the following questions: What 
exactly is meant by opportunities as discovered versus created? And how to apply 
the concept of opportunity in a normative way for a focal firm? 
 
We argue that there is a need for a more thorough investigation of the opportunity 
concept. This article will elaborate on the understanding of opportunities as 
discovered or created, and furthermore investigates how to apply the concept of 
opportunity in a normative way for a focal firm. 
 
The article contributes to a better understanding of opportunities by suggesting and 
investigating three views from the perspective of a focal firm: an outside-in 
approach, an inside-out approach, and an interaction approach. By contrasting the 
three approaches, it is possible to give a better understanding of the pattern of 
arguments behind them. We argue that all three approaches can contribute to an 
understanding of opportunities. Nevertheless, we argue that in most situations one 
of the three approaches gives a superior understanding of entrepreneurial 
opportunities.  
 
The article begins with presenting two dominant views on opportunities: the 
discovery and the creation view. Then we present the concepts of “tame” and 
 
 
 
 
“wicked” problems.  The concept of opportunity has to do with the future, but 
because the future is always difficult to investigate, a historical case on developing 
quilts is presented. We then describe how the opportunity concepts relate to three 
strategic approaches, the outside-in and inside-out approaches and the interaction 
approach, and relate these three approaches to the concepts of tame and wicked 
problems. In the end of the article, we present some normative suggestions for 
understanding and managing opportunities. 
 
 
The opportunity concept within entrepreneurship  
 
How opportunities come into existence: discovery versus creation 
 
Within the entrepreneurship literature, a conflict exists between researchers who 
claim that opportunities already (pre-)exist and thus only need to be "discovered" 
(Kirzner 1979; Shane & Venkataraman 2000) and those who argue that 
opportunities do not exist, but are "created" (Gartner, Carter & Hills 2003). When 
it comes to the contemporary literature on entrepreneurship, marketing, and 
management, the discovery approach seems to dominate (Blenker, Damgaard & 
Philipsen 2007). 
 
The discovery view 
 
The discovery view of opportunities is explained in a seminal article by Shane & 
Venkataraman (2000). The authors offer a definition that places the concept of 
opportunities at the core of entrepreneurship. They argue that entrepreneurship 
involves the nexus of two phenomena: "the presence of lucrative opportunities and 
the presence of enterprising individuals" (Shane & Venkataraman 2000), and the 
research field of entrepreneurship, defined as "...how, by whom, and with what 
effects opportunities to create future goods and services are discovered, evaluated, 
and exploited" (Shane & Venkateraman 2000). 
 
This definition of entrepreneurship raises three sets of research questions:  
1. Why, when, and how do opportunities for the creation of goods and services 
come into existence?  
 
 
 
 
2. Why, when, and how do some people and not other people discover and 
exploit these opportunities? 
3. Why, when, and how are different modes of action used to exploit 
entrepreneurial opportunities (Shane & Venkataraman 2000)? 
 
This article deals with the first and third sets of questions. 
 
The discovery view argues that:  
 
“Although recognition of entrepreneurial opportunities is a subjective 
process, the opportunities themselves are objective phenomena that are not 
known to all parties at all times. For example, the discovery of the 
telephone created new opportunities for communication, whether or not 
people discovered those opportunities” (Shane & Venkataraman 2000:220). 
 
The discovery concept has also been called recognition or identification; in reality, 
these three terms are interchangeable (Korsgaard 2009:89, note 22).  
 
The discovery view makes a clear distinction between internal and external, 
between the entrepreneur/firm and the environment. Furthermore, the discovery 
view prefers thinking before acting (Blenker, Damgaard & Philipsen 2007).  
 
The creation view 
 
Advocates of the creation approach (Gartner, Carter & Hills 2003; Dimov 2007; 
Sarasvathy 2001) have something in common; they all believe opportunities have 
their origin in an individual knowledge context. Furthermore, the opportunity is an 
extension of the individual’s context, and it is in this extension that the opportunity 
is created. Opportunities come into existence out of the imaginative abilities of 
individuals and through their actions and social interplay with other actors. The 
process also includes an experimental element, as well as a reflexive element in 
which the entrepreneur interprets and evaluates new observations in the light of 
past experience in a way that makes sense for the entrepreneur. Seen in this light, 
opportunities have no existence without the actions that generate them. 
Opportunities do not exist in the environment prior to an entrepreneur. Rather, they 
 
 
 
 
are the result of a sequence of sense-making actions, in which the entrepreneur 
scans, interprets, and acts (Blenker, Damgaard & Philipsen 2006).  
 
Advocates of the opportunity creation approach (Gartner, Carter & Hills 2003; 
Dimov 2007; Sarasvathy 2001) disagree with the discovery approach for a number 
of reasons. However, there are also differences among individual creation 
advocates, evident by their use of various theoretical, philosophical, and 
methodological frameworks (Korsgaard 2009:92). What unifies the creation 
approach, though, is the creation aspect of opportunity. In a review of the 
opportunity creation views, Korsgaard (2009:93) has identified five areas where 
creation advocates have a common disagreement with the discovery view. 
 
The first area of disagreement is empirical inadequacy (Korsgaard 2009:93). The 
ways in which opportunities are identified empirically do not seem to adequately 
match the ways described by the discovery approach. Secondly, opportunity 
recognition is not an orderly, linear process. The linearity expected in the 
discovery view is seldom found in any actual investigation of practice. Thirdly, the 
discovery approach takes for granted that opportunity exists prior to discovery. If 
this is correct, an opportunity somehow has already to be a fully developed idea 
when discovered. The view formulated by Shane & Venkataraman (2000) is that 
opportunity includes a discovery element and an interpretative element. This does 
not necessarily mean a fully developed idea. Several authors suggest that typically 
an idea is developed over a period of time. Ardichvili, Cardozo & Ray (2003) 
propose a development process in which an abstract idea is refined and specified 
into an actual product. It starts with an unmet need or underemployed resources, 
and then develops into a business concept, then a business plan, and lastly, a 
business is formed to a venture. Fourthly, the discovery view puts too much 
emphasis on the individual entrepreneur’s action and role in recognition of the 
opportunity. Various empirical studies of the development of the opportunity from 
a vague idea to a product suggest that the development process often involves 
interaction with a number of stakeholders. The importance of dialogues and 
relations with other parties, rather than processes in the individual, thus play an 
important role in explaining opportunity. The fifth and final point concerns the 
lack of subjectivity, creativity, and interpretation in the discovery view. Weick’s 
(1995) concept of "enactment" has been an inspiration for many of the advocates 
 
 
 
 
of the creative opportunity approach. The general description of the creative 
opportunity process is inspired by the enactment concept. 
 
 
Tame and wicked problems 
 
As mentioned earlier, the concept of opportunities is somewhat fuzzy. One reason 
for the concept’s ambiguity is that opportunity can be viewed as both a situation 
and a process, as described above. 
 
A distinction can be made between tame and wicked problems. Tame problems can 
be solved by using the “standard” planning models and other models applied in 
entrepreneurship strategy and marketing. Tame problems can be exhaustively 
formulated and written down on a piece of paper. Tame problems have a clear 
solution and an ending point, and the solution can be tested correct or false. 
Wicked problems on the other hand have no definitive formulation. Wicked 
problems have many possible explanations for the same discrepancy. Depending 
on which explanations one chooses, the solution takes a different form and one 
never knows when/if the work is done (Rittel 1972 Mason and Mitroff 1981). 
 
Are opportunities viewed as solving a tame or wicked problem? We argue that the 
discovery view of opportunities is dominated by a tame view. It is possible to 
describe an opportunity as existing prior to an entrepreneur. It is also possible to 
identify and isolate the opportunity so it can be described analytically in an 
implementation process.  
 
The creative opportunity approach is dominated by a wicked problem approach. 
Sense-making in the interaction opportunity approach is an ongoing process in 
which analysis, interpretation, and action may take place linearly or 
simultaneously. Thus, it is not possible to understand, analyse, or interpret the 
outcome of an interaction opportunity approach in advance. From this follows that 
it is also not possible to unambiguously identify an opportunity in advance. How 
an opportunity develops from a loose idea to a specific product for sale cannot be 
described in advance.  
 
 
 
 
 
One of the reasons is that the same external market situation and market 
development may be perceived and acted upon differently by different people and 
firms. An opportunity is a desired situation that has not yet been realised.  Hence, 
an opportunity is something in the future, something non-existent but potentially 
reachable.  
 
 
Three approaches for working with opportunities 
 
Sarasvathy et al. (2002) argue that opportunities can be viewed in three ways: the 
allocative process view, the discovery process view, and the creative process view.  
Sarasvathy et al. (2002) define the three views by looking at the supply-and-
demand side combined with a Schumpeterian understanding of opportunity as a 
process, which involves a change in the existing way of doing things. In the 
allocative opportunity view, nothing is changed; the opportunity task is to optimize 
within a given supply-and-demand situation. In the discovery opportunity view, the 
demand side is changed and the supply side is unchanged, or vice versa. In the 
interaction opportunity view, both the demand and supply side are changed.  
 
In the first view, opportunities are "recognized" through deductive processes. In 
the second view, opportunities are "discovered" through inductive processes. And 
in the third view, opportunities are "created" through abductive processes. In a 
similar vein, Blenker et al. (2006) propose that opportunity may be viewed from an 
in-here, out-there, and enactment view. These two contributions – though different 
in terminology and structure – each deal with the two marketing perspectives 
mentioned above.  Each adds a third perspective as well.  
 
In this study, we use Sarasvathy et al. (2002) and Blenker et al. (2006) as our 
theoretical background for presenting three approaches on how firms and 
entrepreneurs can work with and exploit business opportunities in practice. We 
explain how each approach relates to the discovery and/or creation view of 
opportunities. We use the firm "Quilts of Denmark" as an illustrative case for 
explaining how each of these approaches can be used by a firm. We label the three 
approaches: the outside-in approach, the inside-out approach, and the interaction 
approach. 
 
 
 
 
 
But before we discuss the three approaches, we present our case story that 
illustrates how business opportunities were pursued and exploited by two 
entrepreneurs.  
 
 
Better sleep? – Establishment of a firm and development of a new 
product concept for quilts and pillows 
 
The firm Quilts of Denmark was established in 2000 after its two founders Søren 
Løgstrup and Hans Erik Smith shared a bottle of red wine in Hans Erik’s apartment 
in Singapore. They came to the conclusion that they wanted to establish their own 
firm that would develop quilts. The goal was to create wellness through better 
sleep. But the idea really started eight years prior. At that time, Hans Erik was 
employed as production manager in a Singapore quilts facility owned by Nordisk 
Fjer (Nordic Feather). Then one morning he was handed a telefax by his secretary, 
who seemed very upset.  The fax said that the company had gone into bankruptcy. 
The CEO and the board had resigned, and the chairman of the board had 
committed suicide. Later this same morning, the general manager of the factory in 
Singapore decided to resign. Hans Erik decided to stay. He informed the 
employees about the situation and explained that he would run the factory until it 
could be sold. It was up to each employee to decide whether they wanted to stay or 
seek new challenges outside the firm, as Hans Erik could neither pay out salaries 
nor guarantee salaries in the future. The next five months were very stressful.  
Many legal issues had to be resolved before the factory was sold to a Danish trade 
company and all employees could be paid their salaries in full. Yet not a single 
employee left the firm during that period. Part of the agreement with the new 
owner was that Hans Erik would continue as general manager for a period of five 
years. After five years, the new owner of the quilts factory decided to close down 
in Singapore because of unfavourable business conditions for textile firms. At that 
time, Hans Erik and Søren, who knew Hans Erik from their time employed by the 
same company, were asked to take over the list of customers and continue the 
production. They decided to establish a production of cheap quilts in China and 
produce quilts to the existing customers. 
 
But in 2000, Søren and Hans Erik had several problems establishing their new 
firm. Real innovation was needed in an industry where quilts were merely seen as 
 
 
 
 
"two pieces of fabric with stuffing in-between", as Hans Erik put it. For several 
years, the quilt market had been dominated by "commodity" quilts with minor 
differences. The same was true all over Europe. The competitive situation meant 
that each year the suppliers reduced the prices. One year the price was DKK 800, 
the next year DKK 775. The means to reduce prices were the same for all suppliers 
– cost reductions. This was often achieved by moving production to low-cost 
countries like China.  
 
With the establishment of their new firm, Søren and Hans Erik wanted to change 
this industry rule. The basis of the firm would be high-quality quilts with an 
assortment of complimentary products, all aimed at offering the consumers better 
sleep and greater wellness. The assortment would target the high-end segment, but 
at a price level that would allow a wider target group to purchase the products. To 
deliver the right quality, the production of the quilts would take place in Denmark 
– at least in part. In this way, they differed from other suppliers with respect to the 
perception of opportunities, product concepts, and location of the production.  
 
Søren and Hans Erik’s limited capital consisted of their personal savings only. This 
was a problem, even with a production base in Denmark. The banks were not very 
supportive. Other Danish textile firms moved production from Denmark to low 
salary areas during this period. Hans Erik’s old employer, Nordisk Fjer, had caused 
big losses to some of the major Danish banks during the mid-1990s. Eventually, 
Søren and Hans Erik succeeded in convincing a bank to finance the start up.  
 
In the early days of Quilts of Denmark, the new product portfolio had yet to be 
developed. Hence, the initial turnover came solely from the production and sales of 
traditional quilts and pillows. Søren had professional experience selling quilts in 
Europe and USA, and Hans Erik had extensive experience producing quilts in low-
cost countries. This combination was the foundation for the initial low-cost 
production of quilts in China three years earlier. They employed a Chinese man as 
general manager for their Chinese factory. This was a person in whom they had 
full confidence, which was essential for the success of the new venture. 
Furthermore, the two owners made a list of their perceived "dream team" – a small 
group of people handpicked from other firms whom they would try to link to the 
firm. This would secure the right competencies in production, sales, etc. These 
people were not hired initially, but gradually, with careful consideration to needed 
 
 
 
 
competencies and available capital. The first year, the two founders had no salary; 
they lived of the income of their spouses.  
 
Hans Erik studied the literature related to sleep and found out that to be fully 
rested, people needed significant deep sleep – the so-called REM (Rapid Eye 
Movement) sleep. This is best achieved when people sleep with a stable 
temperature slightly below 37 degrees Celsius. During the night, the temperature 
should not increase or decrease more than 1.5 degrees Celsius. When the 
temperature is too high, people tend to throw off the quilt, at least partly, and later, 
when the temperature is too low, they "climb" back under the quilt. During this 
process, people either wake up entirely or move from the deep REM sleep to the 
light, non-REM sleep. Research from the United States showed that a big part of 
the population did not sleep well and was not fully rested when getting up in the 
morning. The challenge was to develop a quilt that could accommodate these 
needs. Hans Erik established a secret laboratory inside the company where he 
developed and tested new ideas for quilts and accessories. The first year, he 
developed a quilt that utilized air channels to take heat away from the body. Soon, 
Quilts of Denmark applied for a patent for this unique design, and the new concept 
was presented at an international industry trade fair. However, there was no 
interest whatsoever in this new concept. Søren and Hans Erik were so disappointed 
that they decided to cancel the patent registration. Today, a handful of the big 
international producers have started producing this type of quilt and it is one of the 
most popular concepts in the European market for quilts. Quilts of Denmark do not 
produce this type themselves and have often had major regrets about their decision 
in this matter. 
 
One day, Hans Erik was reading Illustreret Videnskab (“Science Illustrated”) while 
sitting in the waiting room at his dentist.  He saw an article describing a new 
technology developed by NASA. When astronauts are in space, it is very hot on 
the sunny side of the space suit, and very cold on the shadow side. NASA had 
therefore invented a new technology which cools the warm side and heats up the 
cold side. Hans Erik contacted NASA and acquired a permission to use this 
technology. In Hans Erik’s own words,  
 
 
 
 
 
”it was inspiring and interesting to discuss with the NASA R&D people 
and in particular the inventor of this technology, but less positive to 
negotiate a license agreement with the NASA legal department.” 
 
The technology was developed and improved further. Hans Erik developed small 
balls made of wax that could be used in quilts and pillows based on this 
technology. The invention was labelled Temprakon®. The same principle is seen 
in nature when water changes from a fluid state to a solid, from water to ice. The 
temperature increases temporarily just before the water freezes to ice, and vice 
versa when the ice melts. This technology enables the sleeping person to stay 
within the ideal temperature throughout the entire night and thereby stay in the 
deep REM sleep. Learning from their previous bad experience, Quilts of Denmark 
decided to take out a patent on this technology. Sixty to seventy percent of the 
body heat is regulated by the quilt and the pillow. The rest is regulated by the 
mattress. After the patent, Quilts of Denmark developed beds and other 
complimentary products based on the same technology. After several years of 
developing and selling beds, Quilts of Denmark has decided to withdraw from this 
market and sell the rights to the developed bed to another firm. One of the reasons 
the company withdrew was because Quilts of Denmark was small compared to the 
other firms selling beds, which made it difficult to achieve a favourable market 
position. The market for quilts in Denmark was dominated by two other firms 
when Quilts of Denmark was established. Later these two firms merged. Both 
Quilts of Denmark and the other Danish quilt firm had achieved good relations to 
all the Danish retailers selling quilts. But these close national relationships came at 
a price, as foreign companies did not have an easy job penetrating the Danish quilt 
market. Quilts of Denmark has benefited from an expansion of one of its main 
buyers, the quilt retail company Jysk. Jysk has experienced a substantial expansion 
in sales outlets in major parts of Europe in recent years, and Quilts of Denmark has 
done its best to piggyback on Jysk’s success. But Quilts still sells a larger portion 
of its quilts to other retail chains, so that it does not depend solely on Jysk. 
Temprakon® is sold at a retail list price of approximately 1,800 Danish kroner, 
equal to about 240 euro. Quilts from other producers are sold at prices both lower 
and higher than that, depending on brand and technical quality, but the relatively 
high price for the Temprakon® quils signals that these products have (high)value 
attributes that customers’ are willing to pay a higher price for. In general, Quilts of 
 
 
 
 
Denmark offer quilts from the lowest quality and prices to the high-end quality and 
prices. The lower quality grades are produced in the Chinese factory and the 
highest quality grades in the Danish factory. It is not possible to produce high 
quality quilts in China because of transport in containers where the quilts are 
compressed. The producers of quilts and business customers meet at several fair 
trades each year. Because of previous new products developed by Quilts of 
Denmark, other companies continually expect the firm to come up with new 
trendsetting ideas. Usually, Quilts of Denmark is able to meet the expectation. 
 
Also, Quilts of Denmark has given a license to a manufacturer of sport shoes. They 
have developed a way to keep feet warm or cold based on the same technology.  
 
This case illustrates how the founders of Quilts of Denmark have identified, 
created, and used various opportunities. But did the opportunities already exist in 
the market or were they developed by the founders to establish a new market? Or 
should opportunities be explained in a different manner altogether? 
 
 
The outside-in approach 
 
The outside-in approach is built on the basic assumption that opportunities pre-
exist “out there” in the market. The outside-in approach corresponds to Sarasvathy 
et al.’s (2002) discovery opportunity view, with the main changes taking place on 
the demand side.  
 
In general, a company can respond to customer’s requests by giving 
customers what they want, or what they need, or what they really need. [...] 
The key to professional marketing is to meet the customer’s real needs 
better than any competitor can" (Kotler 2008).  
 
This approach is also labelled the external or market perspective, but in this study 
we will use the term outside-in approach. 
 
 
 
 
 
To identify and exploit opportunities (seen) through the outside-in approach is to 
discover opportunities or "gaps" in the market, where competition and rivalry is 
absent or less fierce (Shane & Venkataraman 2000).  
 
Aaker (2005) emphasizes the outside-in approach in strategizing, making explicit 
use of an extended SWOT analysis in his strategic framework. The framework 
consists of three main steps:  
1. Strategic analysis (external analysis and internal analysis)  
2. Strategic analysis outputs  
a. External: opportunities, threats, trends, and strategic uncertainties.  
b. Internal: strategic strengths, weaknesses, problems, constraints, and 
uncertainties.  
3. Strategy identification, selection, and implementation (identify business 
strategy alternatives, select strategy, implement operating plans, and review 
strategies).  
Aaker explains how to analyse opportunities in the external part of the strategic 
analysis output:  
External analysis involves an examination of the relevant elements external 
to an organisation. The analysis should be purposeful, focusing on the 
identification of opportunities, threats, trends, strategic uncertainties, and 
strategic choices. One output of external analysis is an identification and 
understanding of opportunities and threats, both present and potential, 
facing the organisation. An opportunity is a trend or event that could lead 
to a significant upward change in sale and profit patterns – given 
appropriate strategic response. (Aaker 2005:21) 
The “identification” of opportunities places Aaker’s understanding of opportunities 
in the discovery approach. The opportunities pre-exist in the market, and the firms 
must respond accordingly.  
 
According to Kotler (2008), another well-known proponent of the market 
perspective, there are three steps in the process of identifying and exploiting 
opportunities:  
 
 
 
 
1. Identify and profile distinct groups of buyers who might require separate 
products or marketing mixes (market segmentation). 
2. Select one or more market segments to enter (market targeting). 
3. Establish and communicate the product’s key distinctive benefits in the 
market (market positioning).  
 
Kotler explains:  
A company cannot serve all customers on a broad market such as 
computers or soft drinks. The customers are too numerous and diverse in 
their buying requirements. The company needs to identify the market 
segments that it can serve more effectively. [...] A market segment consists 
of a large identifiable group within a market with similar want, purchasing 
power, geographical location, buying attributes, or buying habits. [...] 
Segmentation is an approach midway between mass marketing and 
individual marketing. [...] A niche is a more narrowly defined group, 
typically a small market whose needs are not well served. Marketers 
usually identify niches by dividing a segment into sub-segments or by 
defining a group seeking a distinctive mix of benefits (Kotler 2000:256-
257).  
Fundamental to the outside-in approach is the belief in market segmentation. A 
market segment consists of a group of customers who share a similar set of needs 
and wants (Kotler & Keller 2009). It can be applied to a group of individuals (in 
consumer marketing) and organisations (in business-to-business marketing) 
(Moenaert & Robben 2008). This represents the demand perspective on structure. 
It is an "ideal" approach that assumes each customer can specify her ideal benefit 
bundle. The purchase choice in the relevant use situation is based on proximity to 
this ideal point. In consumer psychology, this is equivalent to an assumption that 
individuals have strong and stable preferences (Weitz & Wensley 2002). 
 
A market in this perspective already exists. Customer’s needs already exist; "new" 
needs are simply specifications or "explications" of these (pre-) existing needs. I.e., 
markets and needs can be described and analysed by conducting market research 
and analyses. 
 
 
 
 
 
Two other important models representing the outside-in approach, both presented 
by Michael E. Porter (Porter 1980, 1985), must be noted – firstly, "the five 
competitive forces that shape industry competition" and secondly, "the fourgeneric 
strategies". The former explains the framework for the industry analysis and 
business strategy development, including the threat of substitute products/services, 
the threat of new competitors, the intensity of competitive rivalry, the bargaining 
power of customers (buyers), and the bargaining power of suppliers. The latter 
explains four generic strategies defined along two dimensions, i.e. strategic scope 
(narrow or broad) and strategic strength (low cost or uniqueness).  
 
Both models are examples of how it is believed that firms can analyse the 
environment and identify opportunities. The models are aligned with Porter’s own 
background (engineer/economist) and see firms and industries in a simplified 
manner, as static, independent entities. Porter’s analysis has tended to focus much 
more on the issue of competition rather than cooperation (Weitz & Wensley 2002).  
 
In the case of Quilts of Denmark, the strategic approach is not overwhelmingly 
planned. The foundation is based on personal market knowledge and experience, as 
opposed to market research. However, the outside-in approach is dominating in the 
sense that the owners have identified a group of buyers believed to have a real, 
unmet need for quilts with better heat-regulating characteristics that would result in 
"better REM sleep". This need could be met using the unique NASA technology. 
The major part of the market was price-driven and the competitive situation was 
extremely fierce. The company Quilts of Denmark was founded on the belief that 
the unmet need identified was not overly price-sensitive. But if priced too high, the 
owners realized that the group of buyers would be too narrow (small niche). To 
reach a broader target group of buyers, the quilts must be affordable for a larger 
part of the potential market. Other opportunities identified are the markets for the 
heat-regulated beds and other complementary products meeting the same 
fundamental need.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The inside-out approach 
 
In the inside-out approach, it is assumed that opportunities (pre-) exist and that the 
capabilities of the firm can be discovered and exploited as in the outside-in 
approach. However, the discovery and exploitation process is different.  
 
Like the outside-in approach explained above, the inside-out approach corresponds 
to Sarasvathy et al.’s (2002) discovery opportunity view, however the main 
changes in the inside-out approach take place on the demand side.  
 
Discovering and exploiting opportunities through the inside-out approach involves 
the realization of an inner vision of an opportunity made up by the (individual) 
entrepreneur, team, or organisation.  
 
The vision or image may be more or less structured, formalized and marketable, 
but the main point is that the (business) idea for dealing with potential 
opportunities starts from within the organisation or individual, without market 
research and analyses, as in the outside-in approach. The process might involve 
means that help foster creativity, such as brainstorming or other kinds of creativity 
techniques, like having a healthy glass of red wine!  
 
We will present two examples of inside-out thinking. Miller, Eisenstat & Foote 
(2002) propose a three-step process with a focus on imperatives. The process steps 
are designed to describe an inside-out approach for developing strategies, but in 
this study we adapt their thoughts and ideas to discover and develop viable 
opportunities. The second example is Barney & Hesterly’s (2005) VRIO 
framework.  
 
 
The three imperatives of the inside-out approach 
 
There are three imperatives central to this approach. Although the presentation of 
the approach is step-wise and appears to be linear, the process of developing 
opportunities can be emergent and non-linear – full of trial and error, iterations 
 
 
 
 
between the imperatives, and exploitation of chance, pointing to a wicked 
understanding of opportunity. 
 
Discover asymmetries and their potential 
 
Miller, Eisenstat & Foote (2002) point towards discovering asymmetries as the first 
step, clearly pointing to a situation where opportunities exist a priori and have to 
be discovered. Opportunities, though difficult to discover, are of the tame type. 
 
To do well, firms need to develop internal resources and capabilities in a "strong" 
and convincing way. The resources and capabilities should be found within the 
firm; however, not all internal resources and capabilities are of equal importance. 
 
The important resources and capabilities are those not possessed by potential 
rivals. Thus, the important resources and capabilities can be described as 
asymmetries between the firm and its rivals. 
 
The search for internally-based asymmetries can actually begin by trying to find 
the more obvious external ones – i.e., by comparing the closest competitors. Do 
the present clients of the firm differ from the clients of the competitors? In what 
way(s) do they differ? Or, stated in another way: how can we explain that this 
particular company or consumer is our client, and not the client of one of our 
customers? This can point towards the areas where important internal resources 
and capabilities may lie.  
 
The start of Quilts of Denmark could be perceived and interpreted from an inside-
out approach. The co-founder Hans Erik Schmidt developed the ideas and creative 
solutions for the business in his "secret retreat", before any external research or 
analysis of a potential need or gap in the market was ever conducted. 
 
The case study illustrates that Hans Erik Schmidt was capable of developing new 
concepts for quilts that the competitors could not. When Quilts of Denmark 
developed their first quilt, the competitors realized that it was a good product, but 
only after it was developed. With its new heat-regulation technology, Quilts of 
Denmark once again discovered the opportunity ahead of the competitors.  And 
 
 
 
 
this time, having learned from their past experiences, they took out patents in order 
to avoid imitation and close competition. 
 
The production facilities of Quilts of Denmark are located in Denmark, adjacent to 
their design and development headquarters. This is quite uncommon in this 
business, as most of the competitors use production facilities in countries with 
much lower labour and general production costs. This apparent economic 
disadvantage for Quilts of Denmark may actually be one of their positive 
asymmetries. The high labour cost in Denmark forces Quilts of Denmark to 
automate the production process (to lower labour costs), making it possible to 
develop capabilities needed for fast production development and high quality. 
 
Create capability configurations – by design 
 
The second step assumes two factors. First, the capability configurations must be 
made up of a coherent combination of resources and capabilities that is hard to 
imitate (Miller, Eisenstat & Foote 2002). This can involve resources such as 
patents or work processes, which involve tacit knowledge. 
 
Second, capability configurations must have even more valuable property— they 
are embedded within a design infrastructure in the organisation that leverages, 
sustains, and develops them, making it even harder for potential rivals to imitate. 
 
In the case study, Quilts of Denmark uses a new, different business model, which, 
among other things, includes production in Denmark and a new way of configuring 
capabilities. The "dream team" of the company has been operationalised, thus 
combining different capabilities in a way that are difficult to imitate, which may 
create a competitive advantage.  
 
Pursue market opportunities that build on and leverage capabilities 
 
The third step includes pursuing market opportunities that build on and leverage 
capabilities. The resources and capabilities should be usable on a sufficiently large 
market or number of markets in order to yield a competitive advantage. Miller et 
al. (2002) explain: 
 
 
 
 
The deepest capabilities and most integrated configurations are of no 
value unless they extract superior returns. So they have to satisfy the 
needs of a large enough audience who will pay amply to have that done. 
A market can be looked at as a set of niches and opportunities that a firm 
must choose from to best leverage its capabilities. [..] It is also vital that 
market niches and opportunities be related or complementary in that 
they benefit from the same kinds of capabilities. 
Thus, the resources and capabilities may be distinct from rivals, or they may be 
hard to imitate, but if they do not provide ground for considerable commercial 
usage, the firm or person has not discovered a commercially-viable, exploitable 
opportunity. 
 
For Quilts of Denmark, the knowledge and capabilities in using the heat-regulating 
NASA technology have a very large exploitable market potential. In all countries 
using down quilts, the Temprakon® quilts could be sold. Furthermore, Quilts of 
Denmark have moved into the shoe business and bed manufacturing business, 
enhancing the market scope for their technology and potentially enhancing their 
knowledge and capabilities, thus helping build competitive advantages. 
 
 
Barney and Hesterly and the VRIO framework 
 
Barney & Hesterly (2005) propose to use their VRIO framework as a tool to 
analyse the value of a resource or capability. The VRIO acronym stands for Value, 
Rarity, Imitability, and Organisation. Though the framework is used to determine 
the competitive value of a resource or capability, it also makes explicit use of the 
concept of opportunity, and is thus useful for our purpose. To assess the 
competitive potential of an opportunity, one has to ask four questions: 
• Value: Is the firm able to exploit an opportunity or neutralize an external threat 
with the resource/capability? 
• Rarity: Is control of the resource/capability in the hands of a relative few? 
• Imitability: Is it difficult to imitate, and will there be a significant cost 
disadvantage to a firm trying to obtain, develop, or duplicate the 
resource/capability? 
 
 
 
 
• Organisation: Is the firm organized, ready, and able to exploit the 
resource/capability? 
If a firm or entrepreneur can answer "no" to all four questions, the firm will 
perform at an average level for an industry. If the firm or entrepreneur can answer 
yes to all the questions, the firm will be close to attaining a temporary monopoly. 
The view on opportunities by Barney & Hesterly (2005) is similar to that of Miller, 
Eisenstat & Foote (2002) in the sense that it is possible to identify or discover 
whether the firm’s resources and capabilities are valuable, rare, and imitable, and 
to which degree the organisation is able to exploit them. 
 
Using these same parameters to analyse Quilts of Denmark and their Temprakon® 
quilt, we see that the company can answer yes to all four questions. The firm 
clearly has value, as the price for a Temprakon® quilt is higher than a standard 
quilt. For three years, Jysk, one of the firm’s major buyers, has chosen Quilts of 
Denmark as their best supplier. This also says that Quilts of Denmark is valuable 
for them. The question about rareness and about imitability can also be answered 
with a yes. The company Quilts of Denmark has several patents, and how to 
produce the small balls and integrate it into quilts can be seen as tacit knowledge. 
Quilts of Denmark has experienced high growth rates of 50% or higher every year 
from 2000 to 2007. The last two years, the firm has experienced more moderate 
growth. The high growth has challenged the firm’s capability to organize sourcing, 
production, sale, distribution, and logistics. In a broader perspective, Quilts of 
Denmark has created a new market for quilts and has also destroyed part of the old 
quilt market. They did the opposite of nearly every other firm by going directly 
against the normal trend of outsourcing production of textile to low-wage 
countries, and instead established a textile firm in the high-wage country of 
Denmark. They also departed from industry dogma by not selling the same design 
of quilts cheaper each year. What made it possible were new resources, i.e. product 
development and technological licenses, and capabilities in the firm, i.e. the 
"dream team" and manager’s capability to develop new products. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The interaction approach 
 
The below example of an interaction approach to opportunities explicitly addresses 
the question of how to formulate goals. The example proposes a solution 
supporting an understanding of management of a network as orchestration.  
 
Sarasvathy (2001) and Read, Dew, Sarasvathy, Song & Wiltbank (2009) represent 
a contribution for describing the interaction approach. Sarasvathy describes two 
kinds of entrepreneurial logics, i.e. ways in which a potential entrepreneur may 
start and manage a new business. These two logics illustrate how individuals and 
firms perceive, evaluate and manage opportunities; the cornerstones of the 
entrepreneurial process.  
 
The two sets of logic are labelled causation and effectuation. The causation logic 
builds on the assumption that the process of developing opportunities and 
businesses starts by defining the goal or ends for the businesses. After the goal-
setting process is complete, the entrepreneur must decide on a proper strategy, and 
then acquire or develop the means (resources) that are necessary for carrying out 
the strategy for achieving the goals. Both the outside-in and the inside-out 
approach are examples of the causation logic. 
 
In the case study, causational logic can be seen when Søren and Hans Erik wish to 
establish a company that makes high-quality quilts (the goal). As means for doing 
this, they acquire funding, hire their "dream team", acquire a domicile, develop 
new quilt concepts, and start producing quilts the "traditional way" in order to 
survive the beginning of the business venture. First the goals, then the means. 
 
In the effectuation logic, the process does not start with the goal, but with the 
means. The effectual entrepreneur starts by asking herself: Who am I? What do I 
know? Who do I know? What can I do? Sarasvathy offers an example of how to 
cook a dinner using the causation or Eefectuation logic. The entrepreneur can start 
by finding a recipe, making a list of necessary ingredients, buying the ingredients 
on the list, and then start cooking the dinner accordingly. This is the causation 
logic. But it is also possible to open the fridge and see what’s already inside, what 
sort of dinners you are able to cook from the ingredients (the various types of 
 
 
 
 
dinners you are able to cook are examples of what Sarasvathy calls effects.) The 
next step is to decide what kind of dinner you prefer.  Then, you cook that dinner.  
This is the effectuation logic, where you start with the means (the dinner you can 
make from what’s inside the fridge) and then decide the goal (choose the dinner 
you prefer from the possible dinners you are able to cook).  
 
In the theory of effectuation, the entrepreneur starts with what effects can be made, 
which means that the entrepreneur can choose between several opportunities. 
Which of the opportunities is chosen depends, among other things, on the 
interpretation and creativity of the entrepreneur in finding others to develop the 
opportunity through a process of experimental learning. An important 
characteristic of the effectuation approach is the unpredictable outcome of the 
process. 
 
Some might object and say that even in the cooking example you actually do start 
with a goal, i.e. cooking dinner. But this is the overall goal, or what Sarasvathy 
labels aspiration. The specific goal is only set after you have realized that you’re 
hungry and have looked in the fridge and seen the possibilities for making 
something. Or, if the situation is managing a company, you ask yourself: What 
possibilities (opportunities) do I have, given my existing employees, production 
facilities, capabilities, market experiences, and network?  
 
Thinking along the causation approach, we tend to believe that before successfully 
starting a project, there needs to be a clear goal. But this is not the case, as 
described in the interaction approach. Suppose that Quilts of Denmark had filed a 
patent for the quilt with air channel technology. Would Quilts of Denmark then 
have developed the temperature-regulating quilt using NASA technology? Or, 
would they have continued exploiting their somewhat more traditional patented 
air-technology? The development path of a company is quite unpredictable, and 
opportunities and decisions may reshape and transform the company into 
something very different from the way it starts out. For Quilts of Denmark, when 
the firm was established, it was not possible to predict that one of the main assets 
of the firm would be a temperature-regulating quilt that used NASA technology. 
 
This unpredictable process is the essence of interaction. It is a "trial-and-error" 
approach – it needs to be tried out in practice before we know.  
 
 
 
 
 
Comparing the three approaches 
 
Table 1 illustrates the main points of the three approaches to opportunity.  
 
Table 1 - The three approaches to opportunity 
 
Perception Outside-in Inside-out Interaction 
Where and 
how does the 
idea of the 
opportunity 
come from?  
Discover unmet 
niches/segments of 
needs and wants 
based on existing 
markets 
Discover needs 
and wants which 
can be better 
served 
Idea developed from 
personal creativity 
and capabilities 
Idea formulated as 
picture, vision, or 
scenario 
Idea cannot be 
understood or 
described completely 
in advance 
Idea is developed 
through dialogue,  
interpretation & action 
 Final opportunity may 
be very different from 
the first vague idea 
Next step in 
the process 
of developing 
opportunities 
Marketing plan 
Segmentation 
Target groups  
Positioning 
Existing technology 
and capabilities in the 
firm are utilised 
Evaluation of new 
business idea and its 
strengthening of 
existing capabilities 
Existing capabilities 
is the starting point 
for the idea and the 
plan for market 
commercialisation    
Incremental 
development process 
involving other 
partners in the 
network. The outcome 
of the process can 
typically not be fully 
planned or described 
in advance 
Represents the 
network influence, the 
firm’s goal and market 
practice  
Discovery or 
creation  
view 
Mainly discovery 
view on 
opportunities 
Both discovery and 
creative view on 
opportunities 
Mainly creative view 
on opportunities 
Tame or 
wicked 
problems  
Mainly tame  Mainly tame, but 
with a significant 
element of wicked 
Mainly wicked 
 
Source: Own contribution 
 
 
 
 
One may ask which of these three approaches to opportunity offers the “best” 
explanation for understanding and managing opportunities. The three views are 
separated as ideal forms in Table 1. Compared as ideal forms, all three views can 
explain relevant ways of understanding opportunities and procedures on how to 
develop an opportunity from a loose idea to a marketable product. Most scholars of 
marketing and strategy are familiar with the outside-in view and the methods of 
segmentation, targeting, and positioning. These methods are valuable when the 
needs and wants are well described and it is possible to retrieve reliable data about 
the relevant segmentation criteria (in other words, when it works in established 
markets and especially in business to customer markets). When it comes to new 
markets or poorly understood needs and wants, the methods to understand 
opportunities are less suited. Furthermore, one has to understand that though this 
view on opportunities is built on a tame problem-solving view, it does not mean 
the process of segmentation, targeting, and positioning is without elements of 
wicked problem solving. Looking carefully at the descriptions of the method, there 
is usually a phrase like using creativity or something similar, especially in the 
phase of analysing data to interpret information and choose how to act. Here there 
is plenty of room for wicked problem solving in practice – using the outside-in 
approach is not just a matter of mastering the procedures.  
 
The inside-out approach is popular in entrepreneurship research because some 
people get bright ideas, as Drucker (1985) phrases it. No doubt some people are 
very good at coming up with new ideas, like Hans Erik Schmidt in the Quilts of 
Denmark case. What is less clear is how an opportunity is developed after being 
initiated. To investigate and describe a firm’s resources and capabilities is not an 
easy task. There is plenty of room for wicked problem solving, because to 
understand the important or less important competences and capabilities is not 
tame problem solving.  
 
The advantage of the interaction approach is, roughly speaking, that it often 
describes the reality according to our experience. Most opportunities do not appear 
fully developed and ready to be discovered – neither internally nor externally. 
They evolve gradually and are created in an iterative process in corporation with 
potential stakeholders. 
 
 
 
 
 
Of the three approaches investigated in this article, we argue that the interaction 
approach combined with the wicked problem-solving process often provides the 
most useful description of the process. The definition of an opportunity can often 
be described as an iterative process between firms where it may be difficult to 
explain who did and said what during the process.  
 
We argue that opportunities can be viewed as tame and discovered in stable 
environments. In stable environments, there is room for independent action of the 
focal firm, and in these instances the outside-in and inside-out approach can be 
used. An interaction approach is most appropriate in situations characterised by 
ambiguity, fast changes, and high uncertainty, i.e. situations with wicked problems 
leaving a focal firm with only limited possibilities for independent actions, without 
having a dialogue with other firms in the network.  
 
 
Normative implications 
 
We will now discuss the normative implications of the above analysis of the three 
approaches to opportunity.  
 
Outside-in 
 
In Table 1 we see that the outside-in approach can be characterised as mainly 
discovery and tame. The outside-in approach is dominated by the view of 
opportunity discovery, meaning opportunities already exist in advance, and the 
task is to discover these opportunities. The opportunity in this approach is mainly 
viewed as a tame problem. Thus, it is possible to describe opportunities as 
problems which are possible to separate with few variables and relationships. 
Nevertheless, the outside-in approach also includes elements of wicked problems. 
The wicked aspect of tame problem-solving is most visible in two situations of the 
opportunity identification process: When opportunities are described and 
formulated and, thus, what is included and excluded in the analysis (e.g. how to 
segment the market), and when the analysis is conducted, the results are 
interpreted, and the action is taken (e.g. how to choose the target market and how 
to choose to position in the market). Segmentation, targeting, and positioning is not 
 
 
 
 
a matter of conducting a technical schematic process – it also include wicked 
problem aspects. 
 
When it comes to the possibilities of independent action and/or interdependence of 
the focal firm, the outside-in approach follows the classical “4 P approach” known 
from marketing and strategy. Action is possible and conducted by the seller 
towards the buyer. The seller aims to understand opportunities by identifying 
unmet wants and needs in buyer segments.  The firm’s interdependence follows 
from action. Both the seller and the buyer are independent and, thus, 
interdependence of other actors is limited. The seller and buyer are complete 
entities able to act on their own.  
 
Inside-out 
 
The inside-out approach to opportunities in Table 1 is described as using both a 
discovery and creative view on opportunity. Opportunities are viewed as mainly 
tame problems, but with elements of wicked problems as well. 
 
Whereas the outside-in approach is clear about where and how to find 
opportunities, the inside-out approach is much less clear on these questions. The 
approach to find opportunities proposed by Miller, Eisenstat & Foote (2002) builds 
on the assumptions that it is possible to find asymmetries and use these 
asymmetries to create competitive advantages. It is possible to identify the 
asymmetries through an identification process. This indicates a discovery view on 
opportunities. Whereas the outside-in view on opportunities proposes to look at the 
buyers to identify opportunities, the inside-out view suggests searching for 
asymmetries in both the marketplace and inside the firm. In this sense it is less 
clear how to find asymmetries or where to look for asymmetries. The next step is 
to use asymmetries to "create capability configurations through a design process". 
This includes a major element of opportunity creation. The final step is to "pursue 
market opportunities that build on and leverage capabilities". The last point is 
explained in more detail by Barney & Hesterly (2005), who propose the VRIO 
framework to estimate the competitive value of resources and capabilities. If a 
resource or capability is valuable, rare, or difficult to imitate, and the firm is 
organized so it is able to exploit the resources and capability, the competitive 
potential is above average. This process of relating resources internally often is of 
 
 
 
 
a wicked character, because it is unclear how a firm achieves the competitive value 
from relating and exploiting resources and capabilities. 
 
Miller, Eisenstat & Foote (2002), and Barney & Hesterly (2005) are thus using 
elements from both a tame and wicked problem-solving approach. We label their 
approach to opportunities as mainly tame, because it is possible to identify, isolate, 
and analyse the elements described. But the approach also includes clear elements 
of wicked problem-solving, in the sense that formulating the problems and which 
asymmetries (or resources and capabilities) to identify also suggests which 
direction to look for solutions to problems. Furthermore, combining heterogeneous 
resources and capabilities (Barney 1991; Barney & Hesterly 2005) suggests that 
the opportunity may also be created. Exploiting an opportunity can begin by 
looking at a resource or capability and trying to find a potential customer.  
 
The action of the firm in the inside-out approach is located both internally and in 
relation to other firms, as are the firm’s resources and capabilities. Thus, internal 
action can be managed by the firm. Management of the resources in relation to 
other firms to sustain or elevate the value of the resources is much like 
management of relationships. From this it follows that the interdependence is 
higher than for a firm in the discovery view, due to restrictions in the present 
relations, and also, that the internal resources can be managed. History and 
resources matters in the inside-out approach (Penrose 1959/95, Nelson and Winter 
1982).  
 
The interaction approach 
 
Above, the interaction approach was characterised as both created and wicked. 
Opportunities can come from numerous sources by combining unique resources 
and capabilities in the firm and from the network. The opportunities may thus be 
identified in the firm, but especially from relating the firm’s resources with 
resources from other firms in the network. In this sense there is no simple recipe on 
how to create opportunities because of the wicked character of problems and 
problem-solving. Because of the wicked nature of opportunities, opportunities are 
created by combining resources in a new and unique way. From a portfolio 
perspective, some opportunities in networks may appear as tame and discovered, 
rather than wicked and created. For quilts there are several standards, like length or 
 
 
 
 
width, so that quilts fit beds and a duvet cover. This means that quilts from Quilts 
of Denmark, when developed, can be sold in different variants to meet different 
needs, all equal to the standards. We question whether exploiting an opportunity 
based on existing standards demands a dialogue between the seller and buyer. 
 
The action of the firm in a network is restricted by the relationships and how the 
relationships have developed historically, and to what extent a firm is able to 
persuade and be persuaded by other firms in the network to participate in 
developing and exploiting an opportunity. A firm is not able to act on its own, but 
is dependent on the capability to listen, communicate, and persuade other firms to 
join. In this sense the capabilities to create and exploit opportunities are not the 
sole act of the focal firm. Interdependence has both pros and cons. It helps a firm 
to create and exploit opportunities, because of cooperation with one or more of the 
firm in the network. Rather than predicting the future, the firm creates its own 
future through cooperation with other firms in the network (Sarasvathy 2001). 
Cooperation and dialogue with other firms remove some of the uncertainty 
associated with creating and exploiting an opportunity. The drawback is that the 
firm has to convince other firms (or be convinced by other firms) that an 
opportunity has potential. We assume that within stable long-lasting networks with 
many experiences and routines, it might be difficult to persuade the other firms to 
create new network configurations that might create and exploit an opportunity, 
compared to a relatively new or emerging network.  
 
By cooperating with other firms in the network, a focal firm experiences a more 
complete situation, since the network may limit the uncertainty by giving access to 
valuable resources like customers and suppliers. However it takes time to build up 
relationships with other firms, and these relationships are important in gaining 
access to valuable resources from other firms.  
  
 
Discussion and conclusion 
 
Three approaches to opportunity were investigated: an outside-in approach, an 
inside-out approach, and an interaction approach. The main finding is that the 
outside-in approach is mostly based on a tame problem-solving understanding. The 
inside-out approach had elements from both tame and wicked problem-solving 
 
 
 
 
understanding, although the tame problem-solving approaches dominated. The 
outside-in approach had also some important elements of wicked problem-solving 
in the process of going from analysing data to interpreting the customer’s needs 
and wants, and deciding how to meet those needs with a product offering. The 
interaction approach to opportunity is mainly based on a wicked problem-solving 
understanding.  To define a wicked problem means having to decide a way to solve 
it, acknowledging that an optimal “best practice” method unfortunately does not 
exist.  
 
We argue that the three approaches to opportunity have contributed to a better 
understanding of entrepreneurial opportunities And in practice, managers will 
probably make use of elements of one or more of the three approaches when they 
want to discover or create new opportunities. 
 
We argue that the outside-in and inside-out approaches to identifying opportunities 
have their advantages in situations with a stable environment and tame problems, 
whereas opportunities in situations characterised by wicked problems, ambiguity, 
uncertainty, and fast changes are best described and understood in an interaction 
perspective. 
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